UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 99-1685

OLLYE TI NE SNOW REYNOLDS; BOBBY O. REYNOLDS,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,
ver sus
FAI RFAX COUNTY PUBLI C SCHOOLS; FAI RFAX COUNTY
SCHOOL BOARD; ROBERT SPI LLANE, Fornmer Superi n-
tendent; ALAN LEI'S, Forner Director of Person-
nel then Deputy Superintendent, now Interim
LOUDOUN COUNTY PUBLI C SCHOOLS; MANASSAS CI TY
PUBLI C SCHOCLS; FALLS CHURCH CTY PUBLIC
SCHOCOLS; ARLI NGTON COUNTY PUBLI C SCHOOLS,
Def endants - Appel | ees,

and

ST. MARY' S COLLEGE,

Def endant .

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Alexandria. Claude M Hilton, Chief District
Judge; Theresa Carroll Buchanan, Mgi strate Judge. (CA-98-1077-A)

Subm tted: Cctober 14, 1999 Deci ded: Novenber 5, 1999

Before WLKINS, MOTZ, and KING Circuit Judges.




Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

O lye Tine Snow Reynol ds, Bobby O Reynolds, Appellants Pro Se
I ngo Frank Burghardt, HUNTON & WLLI AMS, MLean, Virginia;, R chard
Mark Dare, HAZEL & THOVAS, P.C., Falls Church, Virginia;, Martin
Ritchie Cim SM TH & DAVENPORT, Manassas, Virginia; Francis Joseph
Prior, Jr., SICILIANO ELLIS, DYER & BOCCARCSSE; Carol Wnfield
McCoskrie, COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, Arlington, Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

A lye Tine Snow Reynol ds and Bobby Reynol ds appeal fromthe
district court’s orders dismssing this civil action and denying
the notion for reconsi deration and ot her post-judgnent notions. W
have revi ewed the record and the district court’s orders and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of

the district court. See Reynolds v. Fairfax County Pub. Sch. Sys.,

No. CA-98-1077-A (E.D. Va. July 24, Sept. 27, Sept. 28, Cct. 14,
Cct. 27, Dec. 19, Dec. 29, 1998 & Jan. 5, Jan. 11, Jan. 22, Feb. 1,
Feb. 2, Feb. 9, Feb. 26, Mar. 19, Apr. 13, and Apr. 26, 1999). W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and
argunent woul d not aid the decisional process. The notions to de-
fer consideration of the appeal and for a restraining order are

deni ed.

AFFI RVED



